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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 



1. 



This office action is in response to the amendment filed on 12/21/2006. 



2. 



Claims 21-41 have been added. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States . 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1, 3-6, 8, 10-12, 15, 16, 21-23, 25-30, 32-35, 38 and 39 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Kardach et al. (US 2004/0204031 
hereafter, Kardach). 

Regarding claim 1, Kardach teaches an integrated circuit wireless 
communication device (Fig. 2 [110]) having at least two wireless transceiver circuits 
(Fig. 2 [210 & 220]), a method for coordinating potentially conflicting wireless 
communications, comprising: 

assigning first and second priority indications to first and second wireless 
transceiver circuits, respectively, where each priority indication may be selected from a 
plurality of available priority indications; (Page 3 [0019 & 0023] and Page 4 [0024]) 
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receiving or transmitting data on the first wireless transceiver circuit in 
accordance with the relative priority of the first priority indication to the second priority 
indication; (Page 3 [0019 & 0023] and Page 4 [0024]) 

inherently detecting a predetermined application that configured to receive or 
transmit data on the second wireless transceiver circuit; (Pages 4-5 [0029-0031] and 
Fig. 8) 

assigning a third priority indication to the second wireless transceiver circuit when 
the predetermined application is detected; (Fig. 8 [872, 874 & 880]) and 

receiving or transmitting data on the second wireless transceiver circuit in 
accordance with the relative priority of the third priority indication to the first priority 
indication. (Fig. 8 [840]) 

Regarding claim 3, Kardach teaches the third priority indication is a maximum 
priority indication that is available from the plurality of available priority indications. (Fig. 
8 [880]) 

Regarding claim 4, Kardach teaches the third priority indication is greater than 
the second priority indication. (Fig. 8 [870 & 880]) 

Regarding claim 5, Kardach teaches the second wireless transceiver circuit 
comprises a Bluetooth application and the predetermined application comprises a 
Human Interface Device driver. (Fig. 8 [880] and Page 5 [0031]) 

Regarding claim 6, Kardach teaches the receiving or transmitting data on the 
second wireless transceiver circuit in accordance with the relative priority of the third 
priority indication to the first priority indication comprises receiving or transmitting data 
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on the second wireless transceiver circuit if the third priority indication has a higher 
priority than the first priority indication. (Fig. 8 [872, 874 & 880], Page 3 [0019] and 
Pages 4-5 [0025-0031]) 

Regarding claim 8, Kardach teaches the first wireless transceiver circuit 
comprises a WLAN wireless interface device, and wherein the second wireless 
transceiver circuit comprises a Bluetooth wireless interface device. (Page 5 [0031] and 
Fig. 8) 

Regarding claim 10, Kardach teaches the first wireless transceiver circuit is 
compliant with Bluetooth and the second wireless transceiver circuit is compliant with 
IEEE 802.11(b) or IEEE 802.11(g). (Page 3 [0019]) 

Regarding claim 11, Kardach teaches an apparatus for coordinating wireless 
communications, comprising: 

a first wireless interface circuit for performing receiving or transmitting operations 
of a first type of wireless communication having a first priority level selected from a first 
plurality of priority levels; (Fig. 2 [210] and Page 3 [0019]) 

a second wireless interface circuit for performing receiving or transmitting 
operations of a second type of wireless communication having a second priority level 
selected from a second plurality of priority levels; (Fig. 2 [220] and Page 3 [0019]) 

an interface coupling the first and second wireless interface circuits for 
transmitting priority levels between the first and second wireless interface circuits; 
(Page 3 [001 9 & 0023] and Page 4 [0024]) and 
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a controller for coordinating the operations of the first or second wireless 
interface circuits in relation to a relative priority of the first and second priority levels, 
said controller comprising priority level adjustment logic for adjusting a priority level in 
response to detecting a predetermined condition. (Fig. 2 [202 & 230], Page 2 [0016- 
0017] and Page 3 [0019]) 

Regarding claim 12, the limitations of claim 12 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 10. 

Regarding claim 15, Kardach teaches the predetermined condition comprises a 
request to receive or transmit real time data over the second wireless interface circuit. 
(Page 1 [0003] and Page 3 [0019]) 

Regarding claim 16, Kardach teaches the predetermined condition comprises 
real-time, human interface device traffic being transmitted or received on the second 
wireless interface circuit and wherein the priority level adjustment logic increments the 
second priority level. (Page 2 [0015] & Page 5 [0031]) 

Regarding claim 21, the limitations of claim 21 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 22, Kardach teaches the first priority indication and said second 
priority indication are selected from a plurality of available priority indications. (Fig. 8 
[872, 874 & 880]) 

Regarding claim 23, the limitations of claim 23 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 1 . 
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Regarding claim 25, the limitations of claim 25 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 3. 

Regarding claim 26, the limitations of claim 26 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 4. 

Regarding claim 27, the limitations of claim 27 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 5. 

Regarding claim 28, the limitations of claim 28 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 6. 

Regarding claim 30, the limitations of claim 30 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 8. 

Regarding claim 32, the limitations of claim 32 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 10. 

Regarding claim 33, the limitations of claim 33 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 11. 

Regarding claim 34, the limitations of claim 34 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 1 1 . 

Regarding claim 35, the limitations of claim 35 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 10. 

Regarding claim 38, the limitations of claim 38 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 15. 

Regarding claim 39, the limitations of claim 39 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 16. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 2, 13, 14, 19, 24, 36 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kardach in view of Lane et al. (US-6,978,121 hereinafter, Lane). 

Regarding claim 2, Kardach teaches the first wireless transceiver circuit coupled 
to the second wireless transceiver circuit such that a priority indication may be 
transferred between them. (Page 2 [0017]) Kardach differs from the claimed invention 
by not explicitly reciting the first wireless transceiver circuit comprises a MAC layer 
module that is directly coupled to a MAC layer module of the second wireless 
transceiver circuit such that a priority indication may be transferred between the MAC 
layer modules. 

In an analogous art, Lane teaches a dual-mode radio transceiver (Fig. 2 [210 & 
250]) that includes a first wireless transceiver circuit comprises a MAC layer module that 
is directly coupled to a MAC layer module of the second wireless transceiver circuit 
such that a priority indication may be transferred between the MAC layer modules. (Fig. 
2 [230 & 270] and Col. 5 lines 35-51) At the time the invention was made, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the dual-mode transceiver 
of Kardach after modifying it to incorporate the communication between MAC layer 
modules of Lane. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this 
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since it enables the priorities of transmitting events to be communicated between the 
MAC modules. (Col. 5 lines 35-51) 

Regarding claim 13, Kardach teaches the limitations of claim 11 above, but 
differs from the claimed invention by not explicitly reciting the controller comprises a 
MAC layer module. 

4 In an analogous art, Lane teaches a controller comprises a MAC layer module. 
(Fig. 2 [230 & 270] and Col. 5 lines 35-51) At the time the invention was made, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the dual-mode 
transceiver of Kardach after modifying it to incorporate the communication between 
MAC layer modules of Lane. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to do this since it enables the priorities of transmitting events to be communicated 
between the MAC modules. (Col. 5 lines 35-51) 

Regarding claim 14, Kardach in view of Lane teaches the controller comprises a 
first MAC layer module in the first wireless interface circuit and a second MAC layer 
module in the second wireless interface circuit. (Fig. 2 [230 & 270] and Col. 5 lines 35- 
51) 

Regarding claim 19, Kardach teaches an apparatus for implement a dynamic 
collaboration protocol, comprising: 

first means for sending or receiving a first wireless signal having a first allocated 
priority; (Fig. 2 [210] and Page 3 [0019]) 

second means for sending or receiving a second wireless signal having a second 
allocated priority; (Fig. 2 [220] and Page 3 [0019]) 
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means for adjusting the second allocated priority to be higher than the first 
allocated priority if real-time human interface device (HID) traffic is detected on the 
second means; (Page 2 [0015] and Page 5 [0031]) and 

means for interfacing and coordinating throughput performance of the first and 
second means such that whichever of the first or second means has a higher allocated 
priority is given higher throughput performance. (Page 3 [0019 & 0023] and Page 4 
[0024]) 

Kardach differs from the claimed invention by not explicitly reciting a first MAC 
layer module, a second MAC layer module and a means for interfacing the first and 
second MAC layer modules to coordinate throughput performance. 

In an analogous art, Lane teaches a dual-mode radio transceiver (Fig. 2 [210 & 
250]) that includes a first wireless transceiver circuit comprises a MAC layer module that 
is directly coupled to a MAC layer module of the second wireless transceiver circuit 
such that a priority indication may be transferred between the MAC layer modules. (Fig. 
2 [230 & 270] and Col. 5 lines 35-51) At the time the invention was made, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the dual-mode transceiver 
of Kardach after modifying it to incorporate the communication between MAC layer 
modules of Lane. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this 
since it enables the priorities of transmitting events to be communicated between the 
MAC modules. (Col. 5 lines 35-51) 

Regarding claim 24, the limitations of claim 24 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 2. 
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Regarding claim 36, the limitations of claim 36 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 13. 

Regarding claim 37, the limitations of claim 37 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 14. 

7. Claims 7, 17, 29 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kardach in view of Bahl et al. (US 2004/0218580 hereinafter, Bahl). 

Regarding claim 7, Kardach teaches having different priorities for the plurality of 
wireless transceiver circuits (Page 3 [0019]), but differs from the claimed invention by 
not explicitly reciting the first priority indication comprises a user-specified priority 
indication for the first wireless transceiver circuit such that the first wireless transceiver 
circuit is given priority in the reception or transmission of data relative to the second 
wireless transceiver circuit. 

In an analogous art, Bahl teaches a dual-mode wireless device (Page 1 [0007]) 
that includes user-specified priorities of the networks. (Page 8 [0066]) At the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the mobile device of Kardach after modifying it to incorporate the user- 
specified priorities of Bahl. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
do this since gives the user control to decide which network is more important than the 
other. (Page 8 [0066]) 

Regarding claim 17, Kardach teaches having different priorities for the plurality of 
wireless transceiver circuits (Page 3 [0019]), but differs from the claimed invention by 
not explicitly reciting the predetermined condition comprises a user-specified priority 
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level being entered for the second wireless interface circuit, and wherein the priority 
level adjustment logic increments the second priority level above the first priority level in 
response to detecting the user-specified priority level. 

In an analogous art, Bahl teaches a dual-mode wireless device (Page 1 [0007]) 
that includes user-specified priorities of the networks. (Page 8 [0066]) At the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the mobile device of Kardach after modifying it to incorporate the user- 
specified priorities of Bahl. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
do this since gives the user control to decide which network is more important than the 
other. (Page 8 [0066]) 

Regarding claim 29, the limitations of claim 29 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 7. 

Regarding claim 40, the limitations of claim 40 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 17. 

8. Claims 9 & 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kardach in view of Michaelis et al. (US 2004/0009751 hereinafter, Michaelis). 

Kardach teaches one wireless transceiver circuit comprises a Bluetooth wireless 
interface device, but differs from the claimed invention by not explicitly reciting the 
second wireless transceiver circuit comprises a second Bluetooth wireless interface 
device. 

In an analogous art, Michaelis teaches a dual-mode wireless device (Fig. 2) that 
includes two Bluetooth personal area network interfaces. (Page 2 [0018-0020]) At the 
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time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to implement the invention of Kardach after modifying it to incorporate two Bluetooth 
wireless interface devices of Michaelis. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do this since Bluetooth has a limitation upon the number of concurrent 
communications that can occur and having two interfaces doubles the possible number 
of connections. 

Regarding claim 31, the limitations of claim 31 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 9. 

9. Claims 18 & 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kardach in view of Carter (US-7,003,285). 

Regarding claim 18, Kardach teaches the limitations of claim 11 above, but 
differs from the claimed invention by not explicitly reciting the transmission of audio- 
video traffic and securing the highest priority level available for the transmission of 
audio-video data. 

In an analogous art, Carter teaches a multi-sensory device (Fig. 1 [102]) that can 
receive audio, video or audio-video traffic and secures the highest priority level available 
for audio-video data. (Col. 3 lines 26-29, Col. 4 lines 38-42 and Col. 6 line 64 through 
Col. 7 line 28) At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to implement the dual-mode device of Kardach after modifying 
it to incorporate the audio-video priority levels of Carter. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do this since the quality of audio-video signal broadcasts 
can diminish greatly with increased latency. 
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Regarding claim 41, the limitations of claim 41 are rejected as being the same 
reasons set forth above in claim 18. 

10. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kardach 
in view of Lane as applied to claim 19 above, and further in view of Michaelis et al. (US 
2004/0009751 hereinafter, Michaelis). 

Kardach in view of Lane teaches the limitations of claim 19 above, but differs 
from the claimed invention by not explicitly reciting evaluating packets on a packet-by- 
packet basis to detect if real-time human interface traffic is present. 

In an analogous art, Michaelis teaches interface selection in a wireless 
communication network that includes evaluating priority levels are evaluated on a 
packet-by-packet basis to detect if real-time human interface traffic is present. 
(Michaelis Page 1 [0004-0007] and Page 2 [0017 & 0025]) At the time the invention 
was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement 
the invention of Kardach in view of Lane after modifying it to incorporate packet-by- 
packet evaluation of Michaelis. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do this since it enables dynamic prioritization of the states of the interfaces. 
(Page 1 [0005]) 

Response to Arguments 

11. Applicant's arguments filed 12/21/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 
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12. In response to the applicant's argument regarding claims 1 & 11 that "Kardach 
does not disclose or suggest at least the limitations of assigning first and second priority 
indications to first and second wireless transceiver circuits, respectively, where each 
priority indication may be selected from a plurality of available priority indications" 
(Pages 19-24 [A]), the examiner disagrees. 

Kardach teaches multiple priority indications for the first (i.e. 802.11) and second 
(i.e. Bluetooth) wireless transceiver circuits. Kardach teaches when the first wireless 
transceiver circuit is transmitting; the second wireless transceiver circuit has three 
different priorities: 

a. 1 st priority, transmits immediately (Fig. 8 [880]) 

b. 2 nd priority, transmits after a delay (Fig. 8 [872]) 

c. 3 rd priority, foregoes transmitting (Fig. 8 [874]) 

Since giving the second wireless transceiver circuit three distinct priorities 
inherently gives the 1 st wireless transceiver circuit three corresponding priorities to 
match, therefore Kardach teaches assigning first and second priority indications to first 
and second wireless transceiver circuits, respectively, where each priority indication 
may be selected from a plurality of available priority indications. 

13. In response to the applicant's argument regarding claim 1 and "inherently" (Page 
22-23), the examiner disagrees. 

The evidence relied upon for the examiner's inherent reasoning can be found in 
the cited Fig. 8 since the description of Fig. 8 is "flowchart illustrating the operation of 
the electronic device of Fig. 2", which clearly shows a processor and memory that 
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controls the first and second wireless transceiver circuits. The examiner is using the 
"inherently" reasoning that a person of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that a 
program is running in the memory, being executed by the processor and then assigns 
one of the three previously stated priorities to the data to be transmitted. (Fig. 8) The 
priority assigned is dependent upon the programs that are being executed by the 
processor. Therefore, the inherently reasoning stands upon clarification. 

14. In response to the applicant's argument regarding claims 2, 7, 9, 13, 14, 17, 18, 
19 and 20, since no new arguments are raised, the original rejection stands in view of 
the further explanation above regarding the independent claims. 

Conclusion 

15. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew C. Sams whose telephone number is (571)272- 
8099. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lester Kincaid can be reached on (571)272-7922. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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